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Detailed Office Action 

1. This office action is in response to the application files on January 24, 2000. 

2. Claims 2 and 8-9 have been cancelled by applicant. 

3. Claim 22 has been added. 

4. Claims 1, 3-7, and 10-22 are pending. 

5. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this appUcation after final rejection. Since this application is 
eUgible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on Nov 15, 2004 has been entered. 

Claim objections 

6. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Regarding claim 1, page 2, 3rd paragraph, the word "analyser" appears to be a typo, it 
should have been "analyzer". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 



Application/Control Number: 09/767,857 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2124 

in the art to which said subject matter pertains. PatentabiHty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Chigira above in view of Stack, US Patent No. 6,257,774. 
As per claim 1, Chigira discloses: 

- An automatic program generation apparatus for automatically generating a program 
(col. 1, lines 46-48 "provided an automatic program generation apparatus in a computer 
program development support system") that will perform a predetermined processing, 
comprising (col. 1, lines 49-50 "input information relating to manner of use of data"); 

- a plurality of data structure resolution units (col.2, lines 42-43 "a plurality of program 
part prototypes as a program part prototype library") that respectively include a model 
program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing unit for generating program parts from the 
program part prototypes") for a corresponding data structure (col. 1, lines 54-56 "the 
input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes stored in the memory 
unit is selected in accordance with the analysis"), wherein said model program includes 
resolution logic for performing a setting peculiar to said predetermined processing (col. 
2, lines 45-48 "the input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes 
stored in the memory unit is selected in accordance with the analysis (setting peculiar), 
and the selected program is modified in accordance with the analysis to generate a 
program"). It is interpreted that input information is a setting indicating which processor 
to select according to information. 

and a resolution unit for generating a program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing iinit for 
generating program parts fi-om the program part prototypes") for performing said 
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predetermined processing (col. 1, lines "63-64 "program is generated based on the 
selected (predetermined) program part prototype") by acquiring resolution information 
relating to (col. 2, lines 39-40 "information relating to the manner of use of the data") 
said setting peculiar to said predetermined processing for the resolution logic (col. 1, 
lines 51-54 "plurality of program part... part prototype" and col. 2, lines 45-48 "the input 
information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes stored in the memory unit is 
selected in accordance with the analysis (setting peculiar), and the selected program is 
modified in accordance with the analysis to generate a program") included in said model 
program in said data structure resolution unit corresponding to a selected data 
structure (col. 2, lines 51-56 "The program part to be generated is designated by the 
processing unit 22 which receives the data to be processed by the program and the 
information relating to the manner of use of the data from the input/output unit 21 
through a general purpose text editor and analyzes it"); 
- wherein said resolution unit comprises an analyser that analyzes said resolution logic 
included in said model program in said data structure resolution unit corresponding to 
the selected data structure to specify items of said resolution information to be inputted, 
(col. 2, lines 44-48 "a processing unit for generating a program part by analyzing the 
input information to the input/output unit 21, selecting one of the program part prototypes 
from the memory imit 23 in accordance with the analysis and modifying the selected 
program part prototype"). 
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Chigira does not explicitly disclose prompts a user to input said resolution information for said 
resolution logic based on the specified items in the analysis and synthesizing the model program 
and the acquired resolution information for the resolution logic. 

However, Stack discloses in an analogous computer system prompts a user to input said 
resolution information for said resolution logic based on the analysis (col. 5, lines 24-28 "The 
process 70 begins with the election of a user choice 72 to define the file structure 74, define a 
program structure 76, or create a field definition 78. With each of these choices, the user is 
prompted, and provided with starting text as appropriate, through a process that results in the 
production of definitions and text representing the user's further inputs" see fig. 5 and related 
discussion) and synthesizing the model program and the acquired resolution information for the 
resolution logic (col. 1, lines 54-63 "program synthesizers based on libraries of pre-established 
program parts have been proposed. A library based program synthesizer, . . program generator 
operates fi-om defined data to select a best match of a program part prototype fi-om a part 
prototype library. Each program part prototype stored by the library is predefined and statically 
maintained as part of the library until selection during program generation"). 

Therefore, ij would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the method of prompting the user to get the input and 
synthesizing the program parts as taught by Stack into the method of automatic program 
generation as taught by Chigira. The modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary 
skill in the art would be motivated to have the user prompt for the input to generate the program 
by selecting the suitable program components as suggested by Stack (col. 3, lines 27-36). 
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As per claim 3, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Chigira discloses: 

- the data structure resolution unit corresponding to the selected data structure is either 
a one or a various types of data structure (col. 4, lines 23-25 "Through the function, one 
program prototype can be flexibly applied to various data (structure) without addition or 
modification"). 

As per claim 4 the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Chigira discloses: 

a first model program that prescribes a data structure comprising one or a plurality of 
record types (col 3, lines 3 1-32 "Afler the analysis, the processing unit 22 prepares the 
data attribute analysis table shown in FIG. 5"), and a link between record types if a 
plurality of record type exists, and that includes resolution logic for performing a setting 
for said predetermined processing as to said data structure (col. 3, lines 33-35 "the 
processing unit 22 selects one of the program part prototypes from the program part 
prototype library by referring to the analysis (predetermined settings) table"); 
and a second model program that includes resolution logic for performing a setting for 
said predetermined processing as to an operation, and that corresponds to a basic 
operation executed for said data structure (col.3, lines 24-28 "The input information 
designates the data declaration statement to be processed by the program, the manner of 
use of the data (class) and the key where the class designates the retrieval table"). 



As per claim 5, Chigira discloses: 
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- An automatic program generation program embodied on a medium for automatically 
generating a program (col. 1, lines 46-48 "provided an automatic program generation 
apparatus in a computer program development support system") that will perform a 
predetermined processing, (col. 1, lines 49-50 "input information relating to manner of 
use of data") said automatic program generation program comprising: 

- acquiring resolution information relating to (col. 2, lines 39-40 "information relating to 
the manner of use of the data") said setting peculiar to said predetermined processing 
for the resolution logic (col. 2, lines 45-48 "the input information is analyzed, one of the 
program part prototypes stored in the memory unit is selected in accordance with the 
analysis (setting peculiar), and the selected program is modified in accordance with the 
analysis to generate a program") included in a model program in a data structure 
resolution unit corresponding to a selected data structure (col. 2, lines 51-56 "The 
program part to be generated is designated by the processing unit 22 which receives the 
data to be processed by the program and the information relating to the manner of use of 
the data from the input/output unit 21 through a general purpose text editor and analyzes 
it") wherein said data structure resolution unit (col.2, lines 42-43 "a plurality of 
program part prototypes as a program part prototype library") includes said model 
program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing unit for generating program parts from the 
program part prototypes") for a corresponding data structure (col. 1, lines 54-56 "the 
input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes stored in the memory 
unit is selected in accordance with the analysis"), and said model program includes 
resolution logic for performing a setting peculiar to said predetermined processing (col. 
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2, lines 45-48 "the input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes 
stored in the memory unit is selected in accordance with the analysis (setting peculiar), 
and the selected program is modified in accordance with the analysis to generate a 
program"). It is interpreted that input information is a setting indicating which processor 
to select according to information. 

- generating a program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing unit for generating program parts 
from the program part prototypes") for performing said predetermined processing (col. 
1, lines "63-64 "program is generated based on the selected (predetermined) program part 
prototype") wherein said resolution imit comprises: 

- analzing said resolution logic included in said model program in said data structure 
resolution unit corresponding to the selected data structure to specify items of said 
resolution information to be inputted (col. 2, lines 44-48 "a processing unit for 
generating a program part by analyzing the input information to the input/output unit 21, 
selecting one of the program part prototypes from the memory unit 23 in accordance with 
the analysis and modifying the selected program part prototype"). 

Chigira does not explicitly prompts a user to input said resolution information for said resolution 
logic based on the specified items in said analyzing and synthesizing the model program and the 
acquired resolution information for the resolution logic. 

However, Stack discloses in an analogous computer system prompts a user to input said 
resolution information for said resolution logic based on the analysis (col. 5, lines 24-28 "The 
process 70 begins with the election of a user choice 72 to define the file structure 74, define a 
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program structure 76, or create a field definition 78. With each of these choices, the user is 
prompted, and provided with starting text as appropriate, through a process that results in the 
production of definitions and text representing the user's further inputs" see fig. 5 and related 
discussion) and synthesizing the model program and the acquired resolution information for the 
resolution logic (col. 1, lines 54-63 "program synthesizers based on libraries of pre-established 
program parts have been proposed. A library based program synthesizer. . . program generator 
operates fi-om defined data to select a best match of a program part prototype fi-om a part 
prototype library. Each program part prototype stored by the library is predefined and statically 
maintained as part of the library until selection during program generation"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the method of prompting the user to get the input and 
synthesizing the program parts as taught by Stack into the method of automatic program 
generation as taught by Chigira. The modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary 
skill in the art would be motivated to have the user prompt for the input to generate the program 
by selecting the suitable program components as suggested by Stack (col. 3, lines 27-36). 

As per claim 6 the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and fiirther Chigira discloses: 

a first model program that prescribes a data structure comprising one or a plurality of 
record types (col. 3, lines 31-32 "After the analysis, the processing unit 22 prepares the 
data attribute analysis table shown in FIG. 5") and a link between record types if a 
plurality of record type exists, and that includes resolution logic for performing a setting 
for said predetermined processing as to said data structure (col. 3, lines 33-35 "the 
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processing unit 22 selects one of the program part prototypes from the program part 
prototype library by referring to the analysis (predetermined settings) table"); 

- and a second model program that includes resolution logic for performing a setting for 
said predetermined processing as to an operation, and that corresponds to a basic 
operation executed for said data structure (col.3, lines 24-28 "The input information 
designates the data declaration statement to be processed by the program, the maimer of 
use of the data (class) and the key where the class designates the retrieval table"). 

As per claim 7, Chigira discloses: 

- An automatic program generation method for automatically generating a program 
(col. 1, lines 46-48 "provided an automatic program generation apparatus in a computer 
program development support system") that will perform a predetermined processings 
(col. 1, lines 49-50 "input information relating to manner of use of data") said automatic 
program generation program comprising: 

- acquiring resolution information relating to (col. 2, lines 39-40 "information relating to 
the maimer of use of the data") a setting peculiar to said predetermined processing for 
the resolution logic (col. 2, lines 45-48 "the input information is analyzed, one of the 
program part prototypes stored in the memory unit is selected in accordance with the 
analysis (setting peculiar), and the selected program is modified in accordance with the 
analysis to generate a program") included in a model program in a data structure 
resolution unit corresponding to a selected data structure (col. 2, lines 51-56 "The 
program part to be generated is designated by the processing unit 22 which receives the 
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data to be processed by the program and the information relating to the manner of use of 
the data from the input/output unit 21 through a general purpose text editor and analyzes 
it") wherein said data structure resolution unit (coL2, lines 42-43 "a plurality of 
program part prototypes as a program part prototype library") includes said model 
program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing unit for generating program parts from the 
program part prototypes") for a corresponding data structure (col. 1, lines 54-56 "the 
input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes stored in the memory 
unit is selected in accordance with the analysis"), and said model program includes 
resolution logic for performing a setting peculiar to said predetermined processing (col. 
2, lines 45-48 "the input information is analyzed, one of the program part prototypes 
stored in the memory unit is selected in accordance with the analysis (setting peculiar), 
and the selected program is modified in accordance with the analysis to generate a 
program"). It is interpreted that input information is a setting indicating which processor 
to select according to information. 
- generating a program (col. 1, lines 52-53 "a processing unit for generating program parts 
from the program part prototypes") for performing said predetermined processing (col. 
1, lines "63-64 "program is generated based on the selected (predetermined) program part 
prototype") wherein said resolution unit comprises: 

analyzing said resolution logic included in said model program in said data structure 
resolution unit corresponding to the selected data structure to specify items of said 
resolution information to be inputted^ (col. 2, lines 44-48 "a processing unit for 
generating a program part by analyzing the input information to the input/output unit 21, 
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selecting one of the program part prototypes from the memory imit 23 in accordance 
with the analysis and modifying the selected program part prototype"). 

Chigira does not explicitly prompts a user to input said resolution information for said resolution 
logic based on the specified items said analyzing and synthesizing the model program and the 
acquired resolution information for the resolution logic. 

However, Stack discloses in an analogous computer system prompts a user to input said 
resolution information for said resolution logic based on the analysis (col. 5, lines 24-28 "The 
process 70 begins with the election of a user choice 72 to define the file structure 74, define a 
program structure 76, or create a field definition 78. With each of these choices, the user is 
prompted, and provided with starting text as appropriate, through a process that results in the 
production of definitions and text representing the user's fiulher inputs" see fig. 5 and related 
discussion) and synthesizing the model program and the acquired resolution information for the 
resolution logic (col. 1, lines 54-63 "program synthesizers based on libraries of pre-established 
program parts have been proposed. A library based program synthesizer... program generator 
operates fi*om defined data to select a best match of a program part prototype from a part 
prototype library. Each program part prototype stored by the library is predefined and statically 
maintained as part of the library until selection during program generation"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the method of prompting the user to get the. input and 
synthesizing the program parts as taught by Stack into the method of automatic program 
generation as taught by Chigira. The modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary 
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skill in the art would be motivated to have the user prompt for the input to generate the program 
by selecting the suitable program components as suggested by Stack (col. 3, lines 27-36). 

As per claims 10 and 13, The rejection of claim 6 is incorporated, and further, Chigira discloses: 
- wherein said first model program prescribes a simple type data structure (col. 2, lines 
52-53 "the data (simple type) to be processed") comprising one kind of record type (col. 
3, lines 12-13 "the preparation of a table (matrix type) having data relating to the macro 
name") and includes resolution logic for providing an attribute for the record (col. 3, 
lines 14-16 "The processing unit 22 analyzes the input information of FIG. 3 to prepare a 
data attribute analysis table shown in FIG. 5") and wherein resolution logic for 
providing a setting in accordance with said predetermined specification is embedded in 
said second model program (col. 3, lines 24-28 "The input information designates the 
data declaration statement to be processed by the program, the manner of use of the data 
(class) and the key where the class designates the retrieval table") and said second model 
program is to execute at least addition, deletion, update, and search operations for said 
record (col. 3, lines 14-16 "The processing unit 22 analyzes the input information of 
FIG.3 to prepare (at least addition, deletion, update) a data attribute analysis table shown 
in FIG. 5"). 

9. Claims 1 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chigira in 
view of Wahizaki, US Patent No. 5,212,634. 
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As per claims 11 and 14, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated, and further Chigira does not 
explicitly discloses the data structure type is a slip type. 

However, Washizaki discloses a slip type data structure (coll, lines 42-43 "a slip 
processing program") mth one kind of header record type (col. 2, line 67 "the sales slip 
number") one kind of detail record type (col. 2, lines 67-69 "unit goods price, number of goods 
sold 12, and total sales obtained by multiplying the unit goods price 1 1 by the number of goods 
sold") and links for linking said one header record type and one or a plurality of said detail 
record types, and includes resolution logic for providing attributes for the header record and 
the detail record (col.4, lines 1-7 "A generated process. . . indicates a process. . . slip 
number. . .found consistent of matched with . . . slip number 16 at check step 3"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have an apparatus for automatically generating a program include a 
data structure of slip type as taught by Washizaki in corresponding to automatic program 
generation as taught by Chigira. The modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary 
skill in the art would be motivated to have data structure of slip to generate slips for with 
information. 

The limitation of executing record, addition, deletion, and search operation is disclosed 
by Chigira as discussed in the rejection of claim 10. 

10. Claim 12, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chigira 
in view of Webber et al, hereinafter called Webber, US Patent No. 5,331,546. 
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As per claims 12, 16 and 17, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated, and further Chigira does 
not expUcitly discloses the data structure is a type of time band, seat reservation, and plan as 
claimed. 

However, Webber discloses the system to create itineraries using the data structure of 
time and reservation type (col. 5 lines 34-38 "a storage device. . . include a tariff file, a traveler 
file and a rules file. . . link. . . reservation system" and col. 6, lines 38-40 "reservation system to 
check seat availability for... flight found" and col. 7, lines 16-17 "the origin and destination 
locations and the time window or windows fro a trip). It is inherent that data structure is a plan 
type, which stores records. Because in order to process proper for a model or function it must 
access a record. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the use of data structure to make reservations as taught by 
Webber in the method for automatic generating program as taught by Chigira. The modification 
would be obvious because of one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to have a system 
to make reservation automatically as suggested by Webber (Abstract, "A travel planner... 
automatically construct... available seats for a traveler's"). 

The limitation of executing record, addition, deletion, and search operation is disclosed 
by Chigira as discussed in the rejection of claim 10. 

11. Claims 18, 20, and 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chigira 
in view of Schneier, hereinafter called Schneier, US Patent No. 5,850,516. 
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As per claims 18, 20, and 21, the rejection of claim 6 is incoqjorated, and further Chigira does 
not expHcitly discloses the data structure types of a composition, tree type or hierarchy. 

However, Schneier discloses a system using tree base data structure (col. 6, lines 25-40 
"The tree structure are a type of data structxire. . . plurality of leaf nodes. . . predetermined 
mathematical operation. . . lower level nodes" and col. 6, lines 25-36 "a first level. . . plurality of 
leaf nodes. . . and a top level (or root). . . It is . . .higher level (closer to the root) node having as its 
children the lower level (Father from the root) nodes from . . . higher level nodes derived"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the system using tree and hierarchy type data structure as 
taught by Schneier in the method for automatically generating the program as taught by Chigira. 
The modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to have a system using tree type database to analyze the security system as suggested 
by Schneier (col. 3, lines 10-15). 

The limitation of executing record, addition, deletion, and search operation is disclosed 
by Chigira as discussed in the rejection of claim 10. 

12. Claims 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chigira in 

view of Suzuki et al, hereinafter called Suzuki, US Patent No. 6,470,323. 
As per claims 15 and 19, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated, and further Chigira does not 
explicitly discloses the data structure types of a stock and pedigree as claimed. 

However, Suzuki discloses system utilizing data structure of stock, and one kind record 
(col. 3, lines 1-8 "The database... stores... transaction information... tracking customer 
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history... types of data structure... lists, tables" and col. 3, lines 15-16 "storage... storing 
records... relating... sales management"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have a data structure of types as explained above in a system as taught 
by Suzuki in corresponding to automatically generating the program as taught by Chigira. The 
modification would be obvious because of one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
have a record or array into the system to generate program as suggested by Suzuki (col. 1 lines 
31-36). 

The limitation of executing record, addition, deletion, and search operation is disclosed 
by Chigira as claimed in claim 10. 

Response to Arguments 
13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In the remarks, the applicant has argued that: 

- For claim 1, input information as analyzed in Chigira is not comparable to "said 
resolution logic included in said model program" as in the claimed invention. The 
combination of Chigira and Stack fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness over 
the claimed invention. 

- For claims 1 1 and 14, Chigira fails to disclose all of the features as recited in claim 5 
fi-om which claims 1 1 and 14 indirectly depend. Washizaki does not make up for all of 
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the deficiencies of Chigira as recited. The combination of Chigira and Washizaki fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness over the claimed invention. 

- For claims 12, 16, and 17, Chigira fails to disclose "the data structure is a type of time 
band, seat reservation, and plan". Webber fails to disclose all of the deficiencies of 
Chigira as recited. The combination of Chigira and Webber fails to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness over the claimed invention. 

- For claims 18, 20, and 21, Chigira fails to disclose "the data structures types of a 
composition, tree type, or hierarchy" as recited. Schneier fails to disclose all of the 
deficiencies of Chigira as recited. The combination of Chigira and Schneier fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness over the claimed invention. 

- For claims 15 and 19, Chigira fails to disclose data type structure types of a stock and a 
pedigree, as recited. Suzuki does not make up for the deficiencies of Chigira as recited. 
The combination of Chigira and Suzuki fails to estabHsh a prima facie case of 
obviousness over the claimed invention. 

Examiner's response: 

- For claim 1, Chigira does teach the limitation "said resolution logic included in said 
model program" taught in claim 1. Chigira disclose a plurality of program part prototypes 
each including modifiable information, and a processing unit for generating program 
parts for the program part prototypes (see the rejection above). The program part 
prototypes include information to modify the program/module which similar to have 
logic unit include in the model program. It is noted that the rejection clearly points out 
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where Chigira and Stack teach the claimed features and why it would have been obvious 
to combine their teachings. Applicant only makes general allegations and does not point 
out any errors in the rejection. Rather, in response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
- For claims 1 1 and 14, Chigira does not teach the limitation "the data structure type is a 
slip type". However, Wahizaki does disclose this limitation (see the rejection above). It is 
noted that the rejection clearly points out where Chigira and Wahizaki teach the claimed 
features and why it would have been obvious to combine their teachings. Applicant only 
makes general allegations and does not point out any errors in the rejection. Rather, in 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
For claims 12, 16, and 17, Chigira fails to disclose "the data structure is a type of time 
band, seat reservation, and plan". However, Webber does disclose this limitation (see the 
rejection above). It is noted that the rejection clearly points out where Chigira and 
Webber teach the claimed features and why it would have been obvious to combine their 
teachings. Applicant only makes general allegations and does not point out any errors in 
the rejection. Rather, in response to applicant's arguments against the references 
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individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where 
the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. 
Cir. 1986). 

- For claims 18, 20, and 21, Chigira fails to disclose "the data structures types of a 
composition, tree type, or hierarchy" as recited. However, Webber does disclose this 
limitation (see the rejection above). It is noted that the rejection clearly points out where 
Chigira and Schneier teach the claimed features and why it would have been obvious to 
combine their teachings. Applicant only makes general allegations and does not point out 
any errors in the rejection. Rather, in response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

- For claims 15 and 19, Chigira fails to disclose data type structure types of a stock and a 
pedigree, as recited. However, Suzuki does disclose this limitation (see the rejection 
above). It is noted that the rejection clearly points out where Chigira and Suzuki teach the 
claimed features and why it would have been obvious to combine their teachings. 
Applicant only makes general allegations and does not point out any errors in the 
rejection. Rather, in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, 
one caimot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 



Application/Control Number: 09/767,857 
Art Unit: 2124 



Page 21 



USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 



14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
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1986). 
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